Tuly 10, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

| am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid
calling card services.

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and
military Families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option
they have to stay connected — to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These
cards offer convenience and predictable costs.

In economically disadvantaged areas, conswmers literally risk being disconnected if the
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to reguiar and wireless
telephone services,

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-state™ access
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local
telephone compunies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can
least afford to bear it.  Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by
these cards.

Please stop any eftgrt to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding
that these services rbitant,new access charges and other fees.

Sincerely,

ccs:  Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator
Senator



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federal Contmunications Commission
443 12th Sureet, SSW.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

1 am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies o circumvent current rules on calls placed with 4 pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consurners who place the calls, As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumenrs in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for’
example, is connected to a “platform’ in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia,

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell cornpanies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations, : ‘

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that s¢ll pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
con this issue.

Sincer;y!
AL 57 97

ces:  Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J, Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator
Semnator



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michae! K. Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docker No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

1 am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to effarts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates - in many cases, dramatically higher
tates — for consumers who place the culls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected o a “platform’ in another state -- ler’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform.” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call 10 Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only 2 fraction of what they want 1o charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products, Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort 10 protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue,

Yt 4

ccs:  Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator
Senator



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid
calling card services.

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option
they have to stay connected — to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These
cards offer convenience and predictable costs.

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the
prices of these ¢cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative 1o regular and wireless
telephone services.

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-state™ access
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by
these cards.

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees.

Sincerely, A Q{0 (e 19 7 /\//

ces:  Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abermathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator
Senator



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE:; WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid
calling card services.

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option
they have to stay connected — to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and {riends. These
cards offer convenience and predictable costs.

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless
telephone services.

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-state” access
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, Jcopa.rd.lzmg the savings provided by
these cards.

Please stop any effort (o raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding
that these services are not subject to exorbitant nEW access charges and other fees.

Sincerely, MW\«
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ccs:  Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abemathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator
Senator



July 10, 2004

Chaimman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

[ am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid
calling card services.

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these
consumners do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option
they have to stay connected - to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These
cards offer convenience and predictable costs.

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally rigk being disconnected if the
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other
cansumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless
telephone services.

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do it it inflicts new *in-state” access
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by
these cards.

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding
that thege services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees.

Sincerely,

Lon
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ccs: Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator
Senator



July 10, 2004

Chairmnan Michae] Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid
calling card services.

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option
they have to stay connected - to make phone calls 1o look for a job, for affordable
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These
cards offer convenience and predictable costs.

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected it the
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless
telephone services.

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-state” access
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by
these cards.

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consuiners by deciding
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees.

Sincerely,
A?W @évzﬂu #2109 “ﬂf-

ces: ommissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator
Senator




July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

[ am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid
calling card services.

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option
they have to stay connected - to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These
cards offer convenience and predictable costs.

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other
consumer groups because they are an affordable altemative to regular and wireless
telephone services.

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-state™ access
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upen those consumers that can
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by
these cards.

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding
that these services are nat subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees.

Sincerely,

oo b LTy 5105~ Houda

ces:  Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator
Senator



Tuly 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federal Communications Cormmission
445 12th Street, S.W,

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

Iam writing to add my voice to the grawing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. 1f they succeed, it will result in higher rates - in many ¢ases, dramatically higher
rutes - for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, Iimplore
you 10 keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected o 4 “‘platfornt” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska, From this
“platform,” he or she heurs a message about 2 company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, stale
that this represents two ¢alls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia,
Both calls are subject 1o interstate access churges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate ¢all to Virginia.

Bur the Bell companigs want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rutes represent a blatant giveaway to four lary:
carporations.

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers” interests in this manner. Itis
now time for the FCC to weigh int on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue,

Sincerely,

T T el o D TS

er Kathleen Q. Abernathy
ommissioner Michael I. Copps
Commussioner Kevin J, Martin
Comrmissioner Jonathan 5. Adelsiein
Sepator

Senatat



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powel]

Federal Communications Commission
443 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

1 am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell wlephone companies to circunivent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they sncceed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toli-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is conpected 10 a “platform” in another state -- Jet’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginid to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Bath calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is 2 call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges, Such fees have no relationship whatsoever 10 the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially whean these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have

weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door

ccs: " Comumissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy

Sincerely,

Commissioner Michael J. Copps |
Cornmissioner Kevin J. Martin /\ '
Comumissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein / M
Senator

Senator



July 10, 2004

Chairrnun Michael X, Powell

Federal Communications Cornrnission
445 12th Streer, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell;

I am writing to udd my voice to the growing number of proups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will resuit in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you 10 keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want lo target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected (o a “platform” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a compuny, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are snbject to ingerstate access charges because thete is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia,

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies” actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they wunt to charge consumers,

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, espacially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

1 am aware that the long distance companies und others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers” interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC (o weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue, o '

Sincer

ccs:  Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J, Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commssioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator
Senator



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S W,

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Dacket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid
calling card services.

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option
they have to stay connected — to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These
cards offer convenience and predictable costs.

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless
telephone services.

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-state” access
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel direcily to large local
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by
these cards.

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding
that these services ate not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fecs.

Sincerely,

ccs:  Commissioner Michael Copps % a

Commissioner Kathleen Abemathy

Commissioner Kevin Martin

Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein ()Q l 5 / O G 2\6

Senator
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Tuly 10, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Streer, S W,

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

1 am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid
calling card services.

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option
they have to stay connecled — to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These
cards offer convenience and predictable costs. '

In cconomically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other
consumer groups because they are an affordable altemnative to regular and wireless
telephone services.

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-state” access
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by
these cards.

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees.

Sincerely, '
e b Mo
4/}/:”42 ()‘5 fo"Cé/ 7?

ccs:  Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathieen Abernathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator
Senator



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K, Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Strest, S.W,

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Daocker No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

1 am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates ~ in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consurners who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, 1 implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to (arget those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected (o a “plaiform’ in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, nos-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia ro Nebrasku and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call ro Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in~
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever (o the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don't need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers” interssts in this manner. Itis
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue. b :
‘ Yord
Sincerely, ,5{5 ﬂ}w Aloms - HAACP 'B‘"auc.h # 239#
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ces:  Comrmissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Cormmissioner Kevin J. Martin’
Commisgioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator
Senator



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K, Powel]

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforis
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates - in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for ¢onsumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials 2 toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treal this as a single in-state call 50 they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever 10 the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations,

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers® interests in this manner. 1t is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue, ‘
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~ces:  Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps

- Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Corrinissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator
Senator



Tuly 10, 2004

Chaitman Michael K. Powell

Federal Comunvnications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W,

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Deay Chairman Powell:

I'am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and indjviduals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent ¢urrent rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates ~ for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the eeds of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or ker PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform’” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message abour a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia, Current rules, as well s common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia,
Both calls are subject to interstate access churges because there is a call 1o Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Beil companies’ actual
cosis, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates tepresent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

[ am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests {n this manner. It is
now time for the FCC (0 weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue. '

.@éy%«é%%ﬂ”m A8 Aneak 1120 - J”%al%wdgﬁ

ces:  Comirmissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Comumissioner Michael I. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner fonathan S. Adelstein
Senator
Senator

Sincerely,




Tuly 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federa] Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No, 03-133
Deur Chairman Powell:

T'am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the loca] Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates ~ In many cases, dramnatically higher
1ates ~ for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, 1 implore
you 1o keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

‘The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free mumber, aleng with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform’ in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia, Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call 1o Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want ta charge consumers,

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t nged higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represeat a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumners and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue. ' '

Sincerely, A A QJIO
(Urre Qg Hoads/, 10 6370/

ccs:  Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael 1. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adeistein
Senator
Senator



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federal Communicarions Commission
445 ]2th Street, S.W.

Washingion, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a roll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia,

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relutionship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only 4 traction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and ather products. Congumers don't need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four furge
corporations.

1 am aware thart the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. Itis
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue. '

Sincerely,

| ﬂ//ﬁ" A 2INE JAPcp

ccs:  Cormissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevig J. Martin
Comirmissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator
Senator




July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Poweall

Federal Communications Comrmission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Poweil:

Tam writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you t0 keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Belt companies want (o target those calls In which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be ia Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “‘platform” in another state - let's say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears 4 message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current riles, ag well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia (0 Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia,

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-stare call so they can levy exorbilant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sel} pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort 10 protect their customers’ interests in this manmer. It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue.

Sincerely,

¢es:  Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Comunissioner Kevin J. Marlin
Cornmissioner Jonathan S, Adelstein
Senator
Senator



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Drear Chairman Powell:

Iam writing 10 add my voice to the growing number of grovps and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies,

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected 1o a “platform” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a massage about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject 1o interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whutsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don't need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

1 am aware that the fong distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weiphed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door

of this issue.

Sincerely, /4 % A/d/z W OZ__

ccs:  Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abemathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J, Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S, Adelstein
Senator
Senator



July 14, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, 8. W,

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Doacket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies (o circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, 1 implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a tol[-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected (o a “platform™ in another state -- lat's say in Nebraska, From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject 10 interstate access charges because there 1 a ¢all to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever 1o the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

T am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers” interests in this manner. 1t is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of conswmers and show the Bell companies the door

on this issue.

Sincerely, -
77 WL,

ces:  Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator
Senator



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federal Comumunications Commission
445 12th Swreet, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

1 am writing to add my voice to the growing nummber of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circamvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. I they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I imploie
you to keep the needs of consurners in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a roli-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
exaniple, is connected to a “platform” in another state -- let's say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about 2 company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone tn Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call 1o Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
casts, which are omly a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

1 am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this munner. It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue. ——

ces:  Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Comumissioner Jonathan S, Adelstein
Senator
Sepator



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, 8. W,

Washington, DC 20554

Re; WC Docker No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

Tam writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone cormpanies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
ratzs — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, T implore
vou to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform” in another state -- let’s sey in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a messapge about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as conunon sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska o Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because thete is a call 10 Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as & single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phone czlls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
carporations.

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door

on this 1ssue,

ccs:  Commussioner Kathleen Q. Abemathy
Commissioner Michael J, Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S, Adelstein
Senator
Senator

Sincerely,



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chaimman Powell:

1 am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals oppased to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent cutrent mles on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates ~ in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell compunies want (o target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
exarmyple, is connected to a *‘platform” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska, From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia,
Both calls are subject 1o mterstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are atready rising for gas, milk and other products. Conswmers don’t need higher prices for
phene calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway 1o four large
corporations.

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue. ‘

Sincerely, & @ Y, VOQ/V/ {/}LM \/ rf,/f

¢es:  Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator
Senator



July 10, 2004

Chairman Michae! K, Powell

Federal Communications Cormmission
445 12¢h Street, S W,

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docker No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone compunies L circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates - in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls, As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, alopg with his ar her PIN, The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
cxample, is cornected to a “platform” in another state — let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a4 message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telcphone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separale ¢all to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations,

[ am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner, It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue.

o

”

Sincerel

ces:  Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commussioner Michael J. Copps
Commussioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan 8. Adelstein
Senator
Senator



